
Colonel Charles T. Rogers, British Army

The author endkavons to examine the relevance of intuitbn to
hcision making in the context of walfightihg on h &m
bade~ld He also idtempts to anulyze the current deciswn-
making process to see if it pmvkies the baitkjield commander
with &? kchniques to make quick instinctive dkcikwns.

There is no logical way to the discovery of
these elernentul laws. TIWE is only the way of
intuitio~ which is helped by a feeling for the
order lying behind the appearance.

I

—Albert~iSti2il_l

N 1812, during the Peninsular War in Spain,
it was said that it took 14 days plus 2 hours for

the Duke of Wellington to get decisions from
London. The story goes onto add that if he had
the benefits of modern communications, then
the decision and transmission times would be
reversed, with transmission takiig a few hours
and the decision time some two weeks.
Although this story is totally apocryphal, it does
emphasize the dilemma faced by modem deci-
sion makers. With current technology providing
excellent and speedy communications, coupled

with the ability to provide accurate information,
commanders should be in a position to give
sound decisions quickly. However, this does not
seem to be the case. The more information you
give a commander, the more reluctant he is to
make decisions. He either becomes overloaded
or delays making a decision in the belief that if
he waits he will receive the vital piece of
information that tends never to come.

To handle this mass of information, we have
developed analytical procedures to help sort the
information and enable the commander to come
to a decision. However, these procedures are in
themselves time consuming if not handled with
cae. They demand increasing amounts of in-
formation and processing capability in an effort
to impose certainty in war, which is never there.
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This has led to the interesting situation where
advances in technology areactuallyspeedingup
the actions and slowing down the decision mak-
ing in any decision/action cycle. It is as if our
military leaders have become prisoners of tech-
nology. This analytical approach to decision
makingseems to runcontraryto the requirements
of the modern battlefield and, in particular,the
battlefieldcommander, who seems to requi.ma
quicker, more imaginative and instinctive ap-
proach to decision making. British Military
Doctrine (BMD) reinforces this point when it
says: “Decisions will often have to be made by
a commander on the basis of his ownjudgment.

Such decisions cannot follow from careful
analysisof the situation, weighingall the advan-
tages and disadvantages of various alternative
courses.”l The British army has now officially
accepted “Mission Command” as a part of its
command doctrine and the US Army has now
officiallyaccepted “BattleCommand” as part of
its doctrine. However, there is a great danger
that our decision–making procedures remain
ponderous, producing commanders who are not
able to take advantage of such a military philos-
ophy. Field Marshal Erwin Rommel’s com-
ments on British World War II commanders in
the desert suggested that their failures were due
to “Rigidly methodical techniquesof command,
over systematic issuing of orders down to the
last detail, and poor adaptabilityto the changing
course of battle.”2 It is perhaps arguable that
Rommel’s assessment is still pertinent today.

Intuition and Decision Making
Before looking at current military decision

making, it is perhaps important to understand
what intuition is, or perhaps is not. Only then
can we judge its relevance and look at ways of
developing it. Webster’s Dictionary defines
intuition as “the immediate knowing of some-
thing without the conscious use of reasoning.”
It has also beendescribedas “instinct,““insight”
or “hunch.” The problems with such words as
instinct or hunch is that they conjure images of
intellectual dishonesty and sloppiness of
thought reflectinga lackof objectiveanalysis. It

The problem with
developing intuition among our leaders

lies in peacetime soldiering, which
demands, quite understandably, the

disciplines of analysis and attention to
detail and does not encourage or accept

decisions made by intuition, In that
environment, intuition is not trusted

and, therefore, not developed as
a decision+naking technique.

is, therefore,a difllcult concept to sell in the light
of a demand for certainty in decision making
brought about by sophisticated techniques,
computer calculations,analysisand wargaming,
especially when the consequence of decisions
deals in the ultimatenxdityof lifeor death to sol-
diers. It is perhaps of interest to note that busi-
nesses recognizethe hunch factorand its impor-
tance in commercial activity but, at the same
time, havedifficultyin acceptingit as it seems to
lack scientificcredibility.

In a recent article in the Daily Telegraph,
Roland Gribben said that “many managers are
trying to suppress the hunch factor because
emphasis now is on making extensive use of
computers and market analysis and scenario
pkuming.”s The article advises leading manag-
ers not to rejecthunches,but be preparedto ditch
them if they find no supporting evidence. This
is a very important point for the military com-
mander and emphasizes the high-risk natw of
intuitive decision making and the need to have
some check to ensure that the decisions made
are “safe.” This safety check is either based on
+Aeexperience, training and knowledge of the
commander or the use of outside advice against
which he can check the decisions he has made.
The relationship between Sir Alan Brooke and
Winston Churchill is always put forward as an
idealbalancebetween the intuitive leadershipof
Churchill and the safety net provided by the
pragmatic Brooke.
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Major General Smith [Ist (UK) AD] said
he only once made an “instant decision” ~n the Gulf War],,., Although this might suggest that
deckions made by deep analysis are more the norm and the preferred and safer way of com-

ing to decisions for the battlefield commander, this is arguably incorrect as the situation during
the “lO&hour” war did not require such instant or intuitive decisions to be made at division
level,.., The use of instinct or intuition indecision making is related to lack of information

and time available and is more useful in battle command than in battle preparation,

Brooke wroteof Chu~hill: “Plannedstrategy
was not his strongcard. He preferredto workby
intuition and by impulse. He was never any
good at looking at all the implications of any
course he favoured.”4 Similarly, Adolf HitIer
was an intuitivethinker,and the initial successes
in France and the Russian Front showed a cer-
tain genius. However, his reluctanceto listen to
his generals was, in the end, his downfdl, pro-
ducing what B. H. Liddell Hart described as a
“suicidalschism.”5 Intuitivedecision making is
high risk and relies on a degree of rationality in
the individual making the decision. This ratio-
nality, however, can be undermined by the
stresses and strains of the battlefield, whether it
is fa or lack of sleep. A stressedand tiredmind
and body can play havoc with the intuitive
thinker’s immedate comprehension of the real-
ity of any situation. So the need for a “safety
cheek”on intuitivedecisionsmade by a military
commander is vitalas the environment in which
these decisions are made places particularpres-

sureson the commander that are not necessarily
present in the business community.

Gut feeling or intuitive beliefs stem from
rapid thinkingat the subconsciouslevel.The lefl
side of the brain, the seat of motion, music and
art, is responsible for the sort of decision made
“because it just feels right” rather than because
it is logical. The right sideof the brain is respon-
sible for logical thought mahernatical analysis
and language. So, intuitivedtxision making re-
flects the “art” ratherthan the “science”in com-
mand. It is also perhaps of interest that the left
sideof thebrain is momdominantin women,and
therefore,they couldbe deemedto be mm intu-
itivethanmen. If this is thecase, then it raisesthe
interesting proposition that women might be
betterequippedto handle the complexitiesof the
modem battlefield and maneuver warfare if
intuition is the key to decision making.

Although intuitive decisions are hard to
explain sincethey arebased on some “innerwis-
dom” that something is plain “right,”it is impor-
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INTUITION

tant to try to understand how and why leaders
come to make such decisions. Beverly Alim~
Metcalfe, senior lecturer in organizational
psychology at Leeds University, said that intu-
ition is, in reality, ofien not spontaneous deci-
sions at all, but the result of rapid thought.6
Although this is undoubtedlycorrect, it prompts
the question, “thought based on what?’ The
answer to this question must be centered on
knowledge and a wealth of past experiences.
There is a fundamental link between training,
experience and technological competence that
provides the knowledge requked to make intu-
itivedecisions. Therefore,intuition is about sift-
ing rapidly through your memory bank of past
experiencesin order to makedecisions. Youm,
in fact, searching for familiar patterns and are
not making decisions in a vacuum.

Command on the Modem BatWield
In the British Army Field Manual+e@iorM,

maneuver warfa.E is described as “the employ-
ment of forces through movement in combn-
tion with fu-e,or fm potential, to achieve a posi-
tion of advantage in respect to the enemy.”7 It
goes onto emphasize the importance of momen-
tum, surprise and, above all, an attitude of mind.
This attitude of mind is particularly important
when looking at the activities of the commander.
In the US Army Field Manual (FM) 10&5,
Operations, maneuver is defined as “the move-
ment of combat forces to gain positional advan-
tage, usually in order to deliver-or threaten
deliveryof-direct and indirectfins. Maneuver
is the means of positioning forces at decisive
points to achieve surprise,psychological shock,
physical momentum, massed effkctsand moral
dominance.”8 In essence, maneuver warfare
can be brokendown into two components. First,
the physical ability to move and apply force
faster than the enemy, which in simple terms
relates to equipment and technology, and
second, on the speed of decision making. If all
things are equal, then decision making relative
to the enemy becomes all important.

This point is highlighted in BMD when it
says: “At any level quick reaction will be para-

When nearfy a half-inillii Chinese troops struck UN forces
on 21 April 1950, General Van Fleet anticipated that they
would only be able to maintain their offensive for about five
or six days before losing momentum and had his troops fall
back abng a series of pm-planned phase lines. He also an-
ticipated where the renewed mmmunist assault wwld fall
and shifted resetves into ptace before it opened on 30 April.

There is a
fundamental link between training,

experience and technological competence
that provides the knowledge required to

make intuitive decisions. Therefore,
intuition is about sifting rapidly through

your memory bank of past experiences in
order to make decisions. You are, in fact,

searching for familiar patterns and are
not making decisions in a vacuum.

mount and there will alwaysbe the need to reach
a timely decision in relation to an opponent’s
own decision action process.”9 So it is vital that
a commander make quick decisions in order to
remain inside the enemy’sdecision loop; other-
wise he has no chanceof gaining or retainingthe
initiative.

So why is maneuver so important to the US
and British armies today? Although risk is
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The analytical
approach to command has difficulty.

It craves for certainty that is not therein
watiare, and this craving leads to a

requirement for more information, which is
in itself time consuming. In a confused

situation, a commander needs what Carl
von Clausem”tz described as %e quick

recognition of a truth that the mind would
ordinarily miss or would perceive only

after long study and reflection.”

inherent in maneuver and wartighting, prudent
risk taking provides the opportunityof gaininga
“decisive victory” against a more numerous
enemy with minimum casualties.10 We can no
longeraffordto fight a war of attrition-not only
because of our reducing force sizes, but also
because modem democracies will not accept
high casualties. It follows from this that the
commander must be unpredictable, imaginative
and instinctiveand must weigh the factorof sur-
prise as critical to his plans.

Toachieve this, a commander needs initiative
or “command pull” based on intuition rather
than “staffpush,” which is akin to the more ana-
lytical approach to command. Warlighting on
today’s battlefield is not compatible with this
more analytical or scientific approach to deci-
sion making such as that practiced by Sir Ber-
nard L. Montgomery, which has been described
as being “characterized as one of @mendous
attention to detail; cautious and attritionalist in
nature.” 11 However, the analytical or scientific
approach to decision making associated with
commanders such as Montgomery should not
be dismissed as faulty-far from it. This kind of
decision making has its place before the battle
when time is not pressing and you are able to
analyze problems exhaustively.

Decisions made by 1st (UK) Armored Divi-
sion (AD) in the Gulf War were made in an ana-
lytical, if not mathematical, way using opera-

tionalandcriticalpathanalysis.Ina recentlecture
to the Higher Command Staff Course, Major
GeneralSmithsaidhe onlyoncemadean “instant
decision”without the presenceof his sti in the
Gulf, and that wasjust afkr the breach when the
corps commander wanted to push the 1st (US)
Infan&yDivisionto the north of 1st (UK) AD.12
This decisiontook “about5 minutes.”

Although this might suggest that decisions
madeby deepanalysisam momthe norm and the
pmfernd and safer way of coming to decisions
for the battlefield commander, this is arguably
incorrectas the situationduring the “loO-hour’”
war did not require such instantor intuitivedeci-
sions to be made at division level. The corps
commanderof VII (US) Corps, LieutenantGen-
eralFrederickM. FranksJr.,at his recentRoose-
velt Lecture, underlined the fact that he made
one of the most important decisions of the
ground war using intuition: “I believe in intu-
ition . . . I used it when making my decision
where and when to hook left to cut off the ‘
Republican Guard.”13 So the use of instinct or
intuition in decision making is related to lack of
informationand time availableand is more use-
ful in battlecommand than in battle preparation.

For a commander to make intuitivedecisions
in a battle command situation,he must be in the
“right”position on the battlefield. He will need
to have a “feel” for the battle for his level of
command and be able to assess the situation
quickly. Inevitably,to achieve this, he will have
to be as forward as his echelon of command
rquires to see and read the battle, and not at a
command post wherehis clarityof visionwill be
impaired by a confision of information. If he
ties himself to a command post his decisions
then will be slow and predictable, handing the
initiativeto the enemy. Toquote horn US Army
Training and Doctrine Command Pamphlet
525-10&l, Leadership and Command on the
Battlefield, on lessons learned from command-
ers during operations Just Cause and Desert
Storm: “Information received at the command
post may not be sufficient to paint an accurate
tactical picture and valuable time could be lost
trying to confirm the actual combat situation.
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Warfighting is, in essence, time competitive.
It implies that you should move through the decision/action cycle faster than your enemy
if you hope to gain such an advantage over your opponent that you “shatter the enemy’s

cohesion through a series of rapid, violent and unexpected actions that create a
turbulent and rapidly deteriorating situation with which he cannot cope.”

The commander cannot affoti to wait until all “frictionof war.” As William S. Lind says in his
informationhas been gathenxland processed.”14

Wtilghting is, in essence, time competitive.
It implies that you should move through the
decisionktctioncycle faster than your enemy if
you hope to gain such an advantage over your
opponentthat you “shatterthe enemy’scohesion
through a seriesof rapid, violentand unexpected
actions that createa turbulentand rapidlydeteri-
orating situation with which he cannot cope.”15
So your speed of decision is all important.
Maneuver warfare also implies that you accept
and encourageconfusion and the accompanying

handbook on maneuver warfare, “you kill not
only accept confusion and disorder and operate
successfully within it, through decentralization,
you will also generate confusion and disor-
der.”16It is with this type of uncertaintythat the
analytical approach to command has difflcuky.
It craves for certaintythat is not therein warfare,
and this craving leads to a requirement for more
information, which is in itself time consuming.
In a confused situation, a commander needs
what Cad von Clausewitz described as “the
quick recognitionof a truth that the mind would
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ordinarily miss or would
T

rceive only after
long study and reflection.”] What Clausewitz
is deftig is the quality labeledby the Frenchas
“coup d’od” or “intuition.”

Paralysii byAnalysis
in Miliiry DsciiionMaking

So fw we have outlined two basic methods of
decisionmaking. On the one hand, we have de-
cishns based on an exhaustive analysis of fac-
tors. On the otherhand,we have intuition,which
emphasizes decisions based on the ability of a
commander to rapidly process information
gained fkom knowledge and experience. With
technology providing an endless flow of infor-

mation on the modem battlefield, it would be
logical to suggest that analysis would be the
strongerform of decisionmaking. However,the
demand for “certainty”on the battlefieldleadsto
a demand for mo~ infmion, much of which
will be incorrect and indeed misleading. The
danger with this process is that commanders
believethey never have sufficientinformationto
make a decision, and so they either delay their
decision or nmch a situation when they never
make a decision. John Adair suggests this is a
stateof “paralysisby analysis”that is a common
failin in leaderswhohavenot learnedto bedeci-

!sive.1 So, the more informationthat isavailable,
the more time is needed to process it and the
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mo~ difficultit becomesto distinguishincorrect,
unimpo~t or misleading information. Martin
VimCreveldconcludedthat therewas no wayout
of this dilemma except “dying no less on intu-
itivejudgment than on rationalcalculation,”19

To overcome the complications of decision
making on the modem battlefield, most armies
have introduced proced.ms and techniques to
help the decision maker. However,these proce-
dures have not speeded up decision making.
Quite to the contrary,they tend to slowdown the
whole process and are not compatible with the
requirements of warflghting, which demands
speed of decision making as well as speed of
action. As Captain Kevin B. Smith so aptly
observed in his article on combat information
flow, ‘lVe must speed up our 00DA [observa-
tion-orientation-decision-action] loop . . .
otherwise,we will stillbe in the huddle when the
other team kicks the ball into our goal.”2°

In a research opinion paper, “Decision Mak-
ing Theory Applied to the Conditions of Ground
Combat,” producedfor the Army in 1990,it was
found that the time it took US division com-
manders to issue orders after mission receipt
was on average 2 1/2 hours, with the maximum
being 5 hours. In 1980,BDM Corporation in the
United States hosted a conference on tactical
warfare.21As part of the conference,two retired
German generals from World War 11,Hermann
Balck and Friedrich Wilhelm von Mellenthin,
were invited to develop a plan for the use of a
US division in defense in the NATO context
against a Soviet enemy. The report from the
conference states that the two generals accepted
the challenge and goes onto say: “General von
Mellenthin, at one point turned to the American
participants to announce that they would not
take long. He observed that in Russia they nor-
mally had about five minutes to make suchdeci-
sions.” He went on to say that it took another 10
minutes to issue the orders.

Although the comparison of 15 minutes to 2
1/2to 5 hours looks staggering, it shouldbe tem-
pered by the fact that a modem US division
equates in size to a World War II German corps
and, of course, the modem battlefield is indeed

The two German
generals, while considering the problem

given to them, made no attempt to analyze
time. Under the Army’s orders process and

British command procedures..., time
available is taken as a prerequisite before a
commander starts the command estimate
process . . . [which] seems to suggest that

you “have time” and time is somehow
finite, This, however, runs contraty to the
spirit of warfighting, where the emphasis
must be... to make decisions faster than
your opponent, So ‘lime” should not be

viewed on the basis of “how long I have to
complete an action,” but “how many

actions I can complete.”

more complex. However, that apart, even if the
German generals took 30 minutes, the compari-
son does not look much better. When askedhow
they went about making such decisions, the two
German generals used the word “jingerspitzen-
ge~l,” which means “fingertip feeling.” The
BDM report amplifies this phrase by saying it is
“an instinctivesixth sense for ground and tactics
in the art of war.” This fingertip fwling or in-
stinctivesixth senseseemsto reflectthe meaning
and spiritof intuitionin militarydecisionmaking,
and thus we can perhapsadd yet anotherGem
term to theever–incmsing number that seems to
pervadecurrentmilitarydoctrinal thinking.

It is perhaps of interest to note that the two
Germangenerals,whileconsideringthe problem
given to them, made no attempt to analyze time.
Under the Army’s orders process and British
command procedure, great emphasis is put on
the requirement to divide time available on the
basis of the one-third to two-thirds rule. Time
availableis taken as a prerequisitebefore a com-
mander starts the command estimate process.
‘Iime,underthis procedureseems to suggest that
you “have time” and that time is somehow
finite. This, however, runs contrary to the spirit
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To overcome the
complications of decision making on the

modern battlefield, most armies have
introduced procedures and techniques to

help the decision maker. These procedures
have not speeded up decision making.
Quite to the contrary, they tend to slow

down the whole process and are not
compatible with the requirements of war-
fighting, which demands speed of decision

making as well as speed of action.

of warllghting, where the emphasis must be “as
soon as possible” to make decisions faster than
your opponent. So “time” should not be viewed
on the basis of “how long I have to complete an
action,”but “how many actions I can complete.”

In a battlefieldcommand situation,you do not
have time, and both Balck and von Mellenthin
were well awareof this and thereforemade their
decision using intuition or, as they would
describe it, “fingertip feeling.” However, this
problem with time is very much related to com-
mand in battle. Its importance is less in the pr-
eparatoryphase of any campaign when there
might be time to “tee” up the battle. So the use
of intuitive decision making has its strength in
battlecommand once hostilitieshave startedand
not necessarily in battle preparation when a
more an@Cfd approachmight be dominantand
more appropriate in helping the commander
understandthe problems facing him.

Theordersnucess
Having looked at decision making in general,

we should now focus on the current Army
orders process and the British command proce-
dures in mom detail. If the commander follows
establishedprocedure,he will nxeive his orders
and mission,analyzethe mission, go through the
estimate process and come up with options
before reaching his actionkiecision point. As
already described, this process is time consum-
ing and involves an exhaustive study of factors.

It also relieson informationand intelligencethat
might be incomplete or incorrect. As Clause-
witz pointed out: “Many intelligence reports in
war are contradictory;even more are false, and
most are uncertain.”22 So even if a decision is
reached through detailed analysis of factors, the
soundness of that decision will mly on the cor-
nxtness and completeness of information. In
the end, as Michael I. Handel says in Masters of
War, “it is impossible to weigh all of the rele-
vant factors for even the simplest decisions in
war, it is the military leader’sintuition (his coup
d’oei~ that must ultimately guide him in effec-
tive decision–making.”23

As the estimate process involves the applica-
tion of logic to known factors, the end result
must be “mathematicallypredictable.” It there-
fore does not produce bold and imaginative
decisions but safe ones that lack any element of
surprise,making the processmore akin to “posi-
tional” or “attritional”warfare rather than mane-
uver warfare. An example from the Italian
Campaign in World War II will serve to prove
that point. In the summer of 1943, the Allies
we~ planning for the invasion of mainland Italy.
One of the key factors in the planning was the
use of air power. The Allies decided, quite log-
ically, that they should make maximum use of
their obvious air superiority and any landing
must be in the range of their air cover. On the
othersideof the fence,FieldMarshalAlbertKes-
selringwas using the same logic to teach exactly
the same indictable conclusion. As Kesselring
remarked: “As a result, it was always possible
for me, despite inadequate means of recomais-
sanceand scantyreports,to foreseethe next stra-
tegic or tacticalmove of my opponents.”u The
net outcome of this was the near disastrous
battle on the beaches of Salerno.

However, to dismiss the estimate process as
valueless and irrelevant to intuitive decision–
making is obviously wrong. Apart from any-
thing else, there is always an element of analysis
in the applicationof intuition. Where intuition is
important as a decision-making process is in
actual “battlefighting” as compared to “battle
preparation.” The estimate process is equally
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As the estimate process involves the
application of logic to known factors, the end result must be “mathematically predictable.”...

[In 1943] the Allies decided, quite logically, that they should make maximum use of their
obvious air superiority and any landing ~n Italy] must be in the range of thek air cover,

On the other side of the fence, Field Marshal Albert Kesselring was using the same logic to
reach exactly the same predictable conclusion., , The net outcome of this was the near

disastrous battle on the beaches of Salerno,

critical in battle preparation as it provides the
commander understanding of the facts and
problems facing him. It also allows him to clar-
ify his intelligence, logistics and staff require-
ments. In essence, the estimate is a staff tool
rather than a decision-making tool, and its
importance as such should not be underesti-
mated. However, if the pihr of generalship,as
describedby J. F.C. Fuller, is ‘To do something
that the enemy does not expect, is not prepared
for, something which will surprise him and dis-
arm him mentally,”then we require originality,
not conventionality indecision making, and this
is not provided by the adherenceto a logical and
predictable process.25 So how should the esti-
mate process dovetail into the mquimment of
intuitive decision making?

Once a commander has received his orders
and mission, he will use intuition to decide on
his plan. This will be a rapid process that will be
basedon his experienceand knowledge,empha-
sizing the effect he wants to have on the enemy
and his design for battle to achieve that

effect-in other words, his “intent.”
In nmlity,most commanders formulate a plan

based on one or two options very soon after
receivingorders. In a battle command situation,
commanders will make decisions without
recourseto their superiorsbut within the frame-
work provided by their superiors’ “mission
cornrnandcommander’s intent.” If time allows,
the commander will then use his sti or subor-
dinates as a “safety” check. The staff will not
pment the commander with “options” but indi-
cate difllculties and ways of overcoming those
difficulties. The estimate, which should be con-
tinually updated by the staff, provides the basis
for the safetychecks and should not be used by
the commander to actually make decisions. It is
important at all stages that commanders are not
bombarded with informationbut have sufficient
knowledge themselvesto ask the right questions
of their staff. This will lead to command pull as
opposed to staff push, which is more associated
with the conventional use of the estimate pro-
cess. The other important side to the estimate
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Generals Clarence R. Huebner (/e/l) and Terry de la Mesa
Allen of the 1st ID at Huebner’s assumption of command,
Siily, 8 August 1943. Later, in northwest Europe, Allen comm-
anded the 104th ID while Huebner led 1 ID. then V Corm.

‘~

— ...—--------.—

A Combat Studies
Institute report on successful US division
commandem in the last war revealed that

‘The primary duties of these officers in war,
were as leaders, teachers and students. For
the most part they were not hidden away on

high level staffs.” This means they spent
more time with troops and dealing with war-

fighting than the average officer, allowing
them the opportunity of practicing, as well

as studying warfighting doctrine.

process is that it adds to the bank of knowledge
‘&d understanding on which the commander
will base his intuitive decisions.

Training the Intuitive Thinker
Our armies must produce commanders with

an intuitivesixth sense that guides theirdecision
making on the modem battlefield. We cannot
allow battlefieldcommanders with an “attrition-
alist” attitude, relying totally on material superi-
ority and unimaginativein approach, to lead our
soldiers into combat on the modem battlefield.
Our future victories must come from units led
by intuitive,quick decision-making command-
ers capableof grasping the tactical situation at a
glance and maneuvering forces to defeat the
enemy.

The problem with developingintuitionamong
our leaders lies in peacetime soldiering, which
demands,quite understandably,the disciplinesof
analysis and attention to detail and does not
encourageor acceptdmisions made by intuition.
In that envimnmen~intuition is not trusted and,
the~fo~, not developed as a decision-making
technique. The end nxult was well described by
Archduke Albert when he said, ‘There are plenty
of small–minded men who, in time of peace,
excel in detail, are inexorable in matters of
equipment and drill . . . and when war arises the
small minds, worn out by attention to trifles, m
incapable of effofi, and fail miserably.”x This is
obviously an unfair judgment. However, we are
left with the problem of identi~ing and encour-
aging future battlefield commanders.

There are basically two approaches to this.
Either we identify fhture commanders early and
encourage a separately structured career with
the emphasis on developing intuitive skills, such
as proposed by Major Jose Picart in his article on
“Expert Warlighters with Battlefield Vkion” or
we accept the cument system and encourage an
intuitive approach to decision making.27 The
problem with the f~st solution is that it presup-
poses that we can identify “expert warflghters”
in the first place and that we have a large and
flexible enough army to allow such an approach.
Obviously this is not an option open to either the
US or British army. So what we are left with is
the requirement to develop intuitive leaders.

As intuition relies on knowledge, it follows
that we must expose commanders to a quantity
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Wi the demand for cost effectiveness
in training (and therefore assessment), there is an increasing danger that the balance

will focus on “testing.” Unfortunately, any ‘testing” environment tends to encourage safe
and unimaginative solutions and an attitude of mind that emphasizes “not getting it

wrong” rather than “trying to get it right.” You can see this happening at facilities such as
the US Army National Training Center, which in many ways provides an excellent forum

for assessing commanders under stress. However, it is seen as the ultimate test.

and varietyof situationswhichallowhim to build
up a bank of backgroundknowledge. ‘Ihesesitu-
ations am governed by the types of assignments
the officerhas and the types of experienceshe is
exposed to within those assignments. A Combat
Studies Institute qort on successful US divi-
sion commanders in the last war revealed that
‘The primary duties of these offkers in war,
wem as leaders, teachers and students. For the
most part the wem not hidden away on high

1level st&.”2 This means they spent more time
with troops and dealing with warfighting than
the average officer, allowing them the opportu-
nity of practicing, as well as studying wariight-
ing doctrine. Tkne with troops and teaching at
military schools are the crucialjobs in the devel-
opment of our Mm-e battlefield commanders.

Unfortunately,there is no substitute for com-
bat experience in the educational process, and
whatever we do short of that is simulated and
second best. Our armies can train and develop
intuitive decision–making commanders, to a

large exten~ through command post exercises
and simulations. However, at some point com-
manders will have to lead and maneuver sol-
diers on the training battlefield if we expect to
develop intuition in our leaders. It is important
in training to develop situations that allow indi-
viduals to make intuitive decisions, which
means experimentation and tolerating mistakes.
However, it should be mnembemd that learning
from mistakes is more effective than learning
from success,and so experimentation with ideas
should be encouraged, and offbrs should not
be penalized for honest mistakes.

This leads to the balance of “teaching” to
“testing.” WM the demand for cost effective-
ness in training(and thexeforeassessment),there
is an increasingdangerthat the balancewill fmus
on “testing.” Unfortunately,any “testing”envi-
ronment tends to encourage safe and unimagi-
native solutionsand an attitudeof mind that em-
phasizes“notgettingit wrong”ratherthan‘Wing
to get it right.” You can see this happening at
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facilitiessuch as the US Army NationalTraining
Center, which in many ways provides an excel-
lent fomm for assessing commanders under
stms. However, it is seen as the ultimatetest.

Commanders must be technologically com-
petent with their weapon systems and their
equipment. They must know the capabilities,
limitationsand most effectivemeans of employ-
ment for every system they control. This is an
absolute requirement for the intuitive decision-
making commander.

Finally,we must ensure that we give our com-
manders the correct experiences so they can
make decisions on the battlefield. There is an
increasing tendency in peacetime to focus on
procedures that are quantifiable and easily
measured. Todevelop intuition,we need to con-
centrateon wtilghting with emphasis on uncer-
tainty and S@ of thought.

Although intuition is difficult to explain and
quanti~, it is not a product of genetics or some
mysterious, unexplainable mental ability. Intu-
ition is the product of a wellarganized body of
experience and knowledge that can be rapidly
processed to make quick decisions. This speed
of decision making is obviously vital for the suc-
cessful prosecution of wartlghting where the

decision cycle is time competitive. Its use as a
decision-making technique is more pronounced
in the area of battle command and, the~fore, at
the tactical level of command with speed and
surprisebeing the critical ingredients. However,
there is a danger. Any decisions made by intu-
ition am the product of an individual and are
subject to that individual’s rationality. There is
thus a need for some kind of safetycheck in the
processto avoid “the suicidalschism”associated
with intuitive leaders such as Hitler.

However, in the final analysis, it seems that in
peacetime we tie ourselves to decision making
by procedureswhich stifle intuitivedecisions on
the battlefield. This encourages commanders to
be predictable, slow and laborious in their deci-
sion making. If we wish to succeed in maneuver
warfare,then we must train and educateour offi-
cers in intuitive thought that emphasizes the
“art” in command rather than the “science.” We
must not use procedures as decision–making
tools but more as staff checks. Ol%cersshould
spend as much time as possible with troops and
in the teachingand trainingenvironment. Finally,
we should encourage responsibility without
overbearing supervision, remembering that an
honest mistake is a lesson well learned. MR
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